He points out that chaos can best be understood as "a sacred power … perceived as being sacred in the wrong way" rather than as the equivalent of the neutral, meaningless profane. He also contends that Eliade's discussion on the "Center" is one-sided and that this discussion does not consider the significance of the periphery. However, one of the best-known criticisms by Smith against Eliade revolves around Eliade's interpretation of Dur-an-ki, or "bond between heaven and earth," as a term demonstrating the concept of the temple in Mesopotamia as the "Center." Essential to Eliade's concept of sacred space is its centrality functioning as the cosmic center where the heavens, earth, and underworld intersect: "Indeed, by the very fact of being placed at the center of the Cosmos, the temple or sacred city is always a meeting place for the three cosmic regions. Dur-an-ki, 'bond between Heaven and Earth', was the title of the sanctuaries of Nippur, Larsa and probably of Sippar too. Babylon had a great many names, among them 'house of the foundation of heaven and earth', 'bond between heaven and earth'. But it was also in Babylon that the earth made connection with the underworld, for the town was built upon bab-apsi, 'gate of Apsu' -apsu signifying the waters of the chaos that preceded creation." 
A Comparison of M. Eliade's and J. Z. Smith's Views on Dur-an-ki
Criticizing Eliade's concept of this "Center," Smith states:
"The majority of relevant texts do not explicitly employ the kind of 'Center' language Eliade has collected, yet they are frequently more eloquent testimony to the underlying ideology. Furthermore, this focus on the explicit presence of the term 'Center' leads Eliade at times to employ questionable interpretations of his material (e.g., the term given to Babylonian sanctuaries, Dur-an-ki [Bond of Heaven and Earth], probably does not mean, as Eliade often implies, the place of intersection of the upper world with earth, but rather the scar, or navel, left behind when heaven and earth were forcibly separated in creation -it is the disjunctive rather than the conjunctive which is to the fore."
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In his book "To Take Place", Smith once again affirms his conviction that "Duran-ki is a term that emphasizes disjunction rather than conjunction." 6 Smith's remark on Dur-an-ki is repeatedly quoted by Eliade's critics as a convenient tool for discrediting Eliade's arguments. 7 For example, Frank Korom says:
"Smith further notes that Dur-an-ki, the celebrated passage that has been traditionally translated as the 'link of heaven and earth,' actually suggests the scar left from the separation of earth and sky. Hence, Dur-an-ki is permanently separated from, rather than connected to, the heavens." 8 Bryan Rennie, citing Smith's remark, even goes on to say that this is Smith's "most incisive criticism" against Eliade. 9 Therefore, the question of the meaning of Dur-an-ki merits careful examination.
Smith apparently depends on the eminent Assyriologist Thorkild Jacobsen when defining Dur-an-ki as "the scar, or navel, left behind when heaven and earth were forcibly separated in creation -it is the disjunctive rather than the conjunctive which is to the fore."
